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Claim Objections 

Claims 6, 7 and 21 are objected to because they do not make sense. 

Re claims 6 and 21 , the last three lines do not make sense. To apply art, 
examiner interprets this to mean that the first and second protecting films each have an 
end close to the terminal portion, the insulating substrate has an end where the terminal 
is located, and said end of the second protecting film is farther from said end of the 
insulating substrate than said end of the first protecting film. 

Re claim 7, it is unclear what the first and second wiring board and thus what 
exactly is the boundary. To apply art, examiner assumes that the claim requires one 
end of the substrate of the component to be at least 0.2mm away from an end of the 
insulating substrate. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shaii be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 4-6, 18-21, 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Ceresa et al. (US 3967162, hereafter Ceresa). 

Claim 4: In figure 3 and column 3, Ceresa discloses a flexible insulating substrate 
(20) with first wirings (to the left side of figure 3), first insulating protecting firm (22 or 34 
to the left side of figure 3), second wiring (to the right side of figure 3), second protecting 
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film (22 or 34 to the right side of figure 3) and terminal portions (26, 26a). The 
protecting films are formed of polymer (col. 3, line 16, see also the cross hatching of the 
layers) and are attached by adhesive (column 3, line 42 and column 4 line 4). They do 
not cover the terminal portions of the wirings (see the figures and col. 4, lines3-5). The 
first and second protecting films are thinner than the insulating substrate. 

Claim 5: The thickness of the protecting films is less than half of the thickness of 
the insulating substrate. 

Claim 6: See the explanation above for claim 4. Consider the terminal portion to 
be that on the upper left side. Consider the first and second protecting films to be those 
lengths of (22 or (34) on either side of the figure to yield the claimed dimensional 
relationship. Since the preamble of the claim is open-ended, existence of other 
terminals is not precluded. 

Claim 18: See the explanation for claim 4, which identifies all of the elements. 

Claim 19: See the explanation for claim 4, which identifies all of the elements. 

Claim 20: The thickness of the protecting films is less than half of the thickness 
of the insulating substrate. 

Claim 21 : See the explanation above for claim 6, which identifies all of the 
elements and explains how the dimensional requirement is met. 

Claim 24: Consider the terminal portion to be the one on the upper left-hand 
side. Then, it is provided on the first wiring and not on the second. 

Claim 25: Consider the terminal portion to be the one on the upper left-hand 
side. Then, it is provided on the first wiring and not on the second. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C, 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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Claims 7 and 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ceresa, as applied to claim 4 above. 

Claim 7 depends from claim 4 and further recites that one end of the component 
substrate to be at least 0.2mm from one end of the insulating substrate. Ceresa 
teaches all of the limitations except for this at least 0.2mm spacing. Consider one end 
of the component substrate to be the lower end (bottom of figure 3) and consider the 
end of the insulating substrate to the end at the top of figure 3. Then it can be seen that 
the spacing of the two ends is the width of the device. It is well known that the 
dimension of these devices in 1976 when the Ceresa patent was issued was in the 
range of inches. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time the invention was made, to use standard size parts to provide a cost 
effective assembly. Use of standard size devices in 1976 would have resulted in a 
spacing of at least 0.2 mm, and would have actually been in the order of inches (each 
inch is 25.4 mm), as the typical size of such devices would have been in that range. 

Claim 22-23: The explanation above with respect to claim 4 sets forth all of the 
element-to-element matching for claims 22-23, except for the connection of the wirings. 
As such, Ceresa discloses all of the limitations of these claims, except for the first and 
second wirings not being in electrical communication. Nevertheless, it is old and well 
known to connect wirings on opposite sides of a circuit board as needed to formulate 
whatever circuit is needed. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to not connect the first and second 
wirings for the purpose of providing separate signal lines that are not shorted to each 
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other, depending on the design on the circuit being carried on the board, formulating 
such connections based on circuit design being old and well known. 

Claims 26-27 and 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ceresa and Buchoff et al. (US 3971610, hereafter Buchoff). 

Claim 26-27, 29-31 depend from claims 4, 6, 18, 19 and 21 and further recite that 
the first and second wirings are connected by a through hole. Ceresa discloses all of 
the limitations as explained above, except for the through hole. 

Buchoff discloses it known to connect wirings on opposite sides of a flexible 
board with a through hole (see cover figure). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill, at the time the invention was made, to connect the first and second 
wirings of Ceresa with through holes, as taught by Buchoff, for the purpose of forming 
inter-board connections depending on the particular design of the circuit on the board. 

Claims 32, 36, 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ceresa, as applied to claim 4, 18, 19 above, further in view of Devries et al. (US 
3573345, hereafter Devries) and Reed, Jr. et al. (US 3596228, hereafter Reed). 

Claims 32, 36 and 38 depend from claims 4, 18 and 19 and further recite that the 
thickness of one of the protecting films is 12.5 to 25 micrometer. Ceresa discloses all of 
the invention except for specifying that the thickness of protecting films. 

Devries and Reed both disclose cover layers in the claimed thicknesses. Devries 
discloses cover layer (12), which is a protecting film to be about 1 mil, which is about 25 
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microns. Reed discloses Mylar® protecting layers in the ranges of 0.5 to 20 mils, which 
is about 12 micrometers to 500 micrometers. As such, the claimed size range is old 
and well known. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the 
invention, to make the first and second protecting layers of Ceresa in the range of 12-25 
micrometers for the purpose of providing the appropriate thickness to balance between 
the desired flexibility and overall weight and the desired level of protection afforded, 
such a size range being known in the art as evinced by Devries and Reed. 

Claims 33, 37 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ceresa, Devries and Reed, as applied above to claims 32, 36 and 38, further in 
view of Olyphant. Jr. et al. (US 3832769, hereafter Olyphant). 

Ceresa in view of Devries and Reed disclose all of the claimed limitations of 
claims 33, 37 and 39, except for the thickness of the insulating substrate being between 
12.5 micrometers to 50 micrometers. 

Olyphant discloses base flexible substrate (12) with a thickness in the range of 
0.1 to 10 mils, which is about 2.54 to 254 microns. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made to form the thickness of the substrate of the combined Ceresa. 
Devries, Reed device to be 12.5-50 microns, such a range being known in the art as 
evinced by Olyphant, for purpose of providing sufficient support by the base without 
compromising flexibility and lightness of weight. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ex. Norris whose telephone number is 571-272-1932. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, SPE Cuneo can be reached on 571-272-1957. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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